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INLI I.l DFtSI N *NI ORDER

Slatenierit or tine ;ise

he stEecl property is ptceiil]y valued a, IL,IIl’’vs:

I AM A[jJ[ IMPRfIINiVALUI JT3IAIVAIIHi ASSlHSllNi

s-il .600 S -0- 541_,PU 511.400

Afl appeal ha been filed on behaifofthe property owner with the Sr;,te Board of

Equaltzaitnn. Ite uiilen-qgited admiriistralivejudge cntnducred a hearing in tlti mailer on

April 16_ 2116 in _ I inton. Ie’’’icsee. It, attendance at the heariii were Mack Maples: tile

apIIarn, and .nderson County Prony Assessor, :enlon

FINDINGS QF.*Cl ANT CLUSIONS OF lAW

Subject Jiopertv consist. olan unimproved ‘t’teen I 6 acne tract h’c;ntctl on Savage

Road in lake City. I ennessee. Subject property o’ erlooks the Clinch River, hut cLlrrentl

lacks any legal acce>s. Due to its topography, only approxiniatelv 3-4 acres arc suitable lw

a building site

he Iaxpacr contended that subject property Fnn,nld be a!ued :ut .S.tftH.l. Iii

Support of this positioi’ the taxpayer testified that suh$ect property is andlked and it

woLild not be economically feasible to sue the adjoinit’tr properly owners for a x-i2lit-l-wav.

FEte napaver ;,sened that sul,jcct prI’ertv should he ;tpprnised at S2,{UR ‘yhich reteseiuls

thu highest purchase or Icr received from an adjoinine property owner. I he t:ixpa’ Cr also

maintained that subject property exprnicnees a loss in value dnc to the noise from nearby

1-73.

he assessor contended that subject properl> ,lrc,uld he Va I ned ii H I 6U. In support

of tin is posii ion, the assessor esscntialh argued that the negative factors li lii Ut S lung subject

propen s value have been accounted for by appraising the subject at sienitican Iv less per

acre hIatt otherwise cui,i1arahle traeb.

he basis ofajuaIiun as stated in lerinessee Code AnlrtPtalcLi Suction 67_S. ‘Ill a is

that ‘[tjlie value ofall property shall be ascertained from tire evidence of its sound, intrinsic

and immediate value. for purposes of sale between a willing seller and a willing buyer

without consideratioun ofspcctdatie values



After havine reviewed all the evidence in the ease, the administrative judge finds that

the subject propert’ STIOL] Id be ned at S3 211 MI based 111111 the preponderance of Uie

CV Uc cc -

The aItmnistrahivL dge finds lhaI sthjecl property unqusnonab1v expetienecs a

loss in a!ue for the reasons stated by the taxpayer. Unfortunately, neither party introduced

comparable sales or other evidence 1w hic Ii ii id abl v quanti 1 the resulting In> in VU] lie.

‘Ike admirittntive udtc tint that uhjeet property ha’ ml been offered for sate ott

the open market ‘onscquentlv. the adniirnsiraiivejudee tied> that the 2.0I{ offer fix in a

neighbor at best esiablishes the lower limit of’ a lue rather han the upper urn1 of’ al tie..

Indeed. the i paver ohvi otpsly did nt,l accept the flŁr.

1 lie adrriinistratiejude fliid the assessor ha> indeed tried p rtcognizc that sLihject

property experiences a ‘oss in value due to the lack access. However, a review of the

property record card s]1ts thai subject property has been valtiet! u-.irI a ‘[3 Ioc1tioIl which

essentially indicates belier than a’ cn,ge access. IN. lie idr]l’iptstroti’L judge liruls that the

assessoc’s ¶4 JU ctma ef value reflects the sipper limit oCx alise.

Al,scnt additional evidence, the administrative judge finds that subject property

should be appraised in file middle ofthe indicated range r;ulher than at cuber extreme. Iiie

idministrative judge finds that the preponderance ofthe eviileiice xttpl,ort adoption ofa

value of $32000.

ORDER

It is t] cre!bre ORDER I I that the fol lu ing nine and ise xi ent he adopwd fur ii’

year 2115

LAth_VAIUL IMPROVINIThT VALLE TOTAL VALLII.. ASSESSMt.t
S32.000 S fl- S32jO0 $SAJOO

is FURII I . R ORDERED that any appl ucahi hearing cost> he .s5cssekl plirsuaiit III

Tenn. ode Ann. § 67-5-1501d arid State Board of kjualization Rule 06IftI-I-J I

Pursuant to the uniform Administrative Procedures Act, Term. Code Ami. 4-5-

301- 125. Tcittm. :odc Ann. 67-5-I 511, and lie Ruues of Contested Case Procedure of lie

State l,,;tnil of E’qLJ,tlI/atioll, lie parties arc dcmsetl ut the lblhinvici ciilclr cc

A party Way appeal this decision and order to the Assessment Appeals

Comrnisson purwan% so Tenn. Cole Arns. 6?-- 1501 and Rule 0600-I .12

the ‘orilesled ,iC Pn,eedLJrc of the Siale Board of l-tlti:tiizaljoni.

CII riessee Codo Aniioiated § 67-5- 5111 ci provi tIc> that an appeal ni ust be

filed within thirty 30 days from the date the Initial decision is sent.’

Rule 0600-! -.12 of he Contested Case Procedures of the State Board of

Hlualizatioi provides that the appeal be li]ccl with the Executite Seerelan of



the State Board and that the appeal "identiFy the allegedly erroneous

findings of fact and/or concisions of a.. in the initial order’: or

2. A p’n nay petition rccorr.nIeratiou ofihis decision and order pursuant

Tenn. Code Ann. 4S-3 17 within tfieen IS days of the entry of the order.

The pelition for reconsideration roust state the specific ground upon which

relief is requested. Ike till ng I a petition for ixotis deration S riot a

prercqui.ite for scekin tdniiuisti;ut i vu or judiCIal t ieW; or

3. A party may petition tir 1 stay or eftectis cncss of this decision arid order

pursuant to leon. Code Ann. 4--3 6 within se’ en 7 days iii 11w entry if

the order.

This onler does riot become lirial until an official certificate is is>uctl by the

Assessment Appeals Comniissiri. Official ccrlificatc,s are normaljv issued scenty-fave

75 do v after the entry of the initial dcci ion and order if rio pasty Ira.’ appealed.

FN FIiRFII tlis 3rddav ofIay. 2006.
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